Based on an analysis of all papers at IDC from 2003 to 2016 this paper urges the Child-Computer Interaction (CCI) field to start formulating intermediate-level knowledge, in the form of e.g. strong concepts. Our analysis showed that 40% of all papers at the Interaction Design and Children conference presents the design of an artefact accompanied by an evaluation (to which we will refer as 'artefact-centered' papers). While exploring the design space in the form of artefacts is important and valuable, it can be argued that those artefact-centered papers generally make a smaller contribution to the field as a whole, which is also visible in the number of citations to such papers in comparison to the number of citations to other kinds of papers. As a first step towards more intermediate-level knowledge, we have thus attempted to formulate and ground three suggestions for strong concepts in CCI, namely Head-up gaming, Collective storytelling and Remote sensing. We based these concepts on an analysis of a set of relatively often-cited artefactcentered papers from the IDC conference proceedings. The three strong concepts we present here aim to show that the artefact-centered papers presented at the IDC conference over the last 15 years potentially contain useful knowledge that should be capitalized upon. The contribution of this paper is to initiate a discussion in the CCI community on the need for intermediate-level knowledge and how this knowledge, such as strong concepts, should be generated.
INTRODUCTION
The IDC conference has existed for 15 years now, and in 2016 Panos Markopoulos held a keynote concerning the development of the CCI field since its inception and up until today. One of the observations in his talk was whether the IDC conference tends to mirror the latest technological developments: e.g., when a new technology is introduced it tends to spur a flow of papers exploring its application to the domain of interaction design and children. When a new technology comes into play, the previous ones fade away and researchers and designers explore the latest trend. The wish to explore the possibilities offered by the latest technological advancements is natural but the recurrent shifts of focus lead to the question whether the exploration of one technological platform can lead to any knowledge specific to the field of CCI that can be applied to the next trend that comes around or if there is a risk that the field falls into to a constant exploration of possibilities where only a small part of the knowledge gained from exploring one trend can be carried over to the next one.
During our visits to several IDC conferences, we have also observed that quite a few of the presentations are rather heavily focused around the design and evaluation of a particular artefact. In short, the presenter gives some background, talks about the design process, describes the artefact and its evaluation, and sometimes also some design considerations or directions for future research. While the particular artefacts are all very nice examples of work within the field of interaction design and children and the researchers demonstrate the value of the artefacts for various groups of children or how they could be inspirational for other researchers, they are still to a large extent unique, stand-alone products occurring as separate points in the vast design space of possible interactive products and systems aimed at children. In the remainder of this paper we will call papers of this kind 'artefact-centered papers'.
The above-mentioned observations relate to ongoing discussions within HCI regarding research through design [72] and how to produce knowledge from design work [14, 26, 36, 42] . Of particular interest for the present paper is the notion of Intermediate-Level Knowledge [36] , which consists of representations of knowledge in-between general theories and particular artefacts in terms of abstraction and generalizability. It is our belief that to evolve as a discipline there is a need for the CCI field to look beyond particular artefacts and start developing intermediate-level knowledge, while still acknowledging the value of the artefact-centered paper. In this paper we therefore pose the following research questions:
 Is it true that a large part of the papers presented at the Interaction Design and Children Conference consists of artefact-centered papers?  Do artefact-centered papers generally have a lower impact than other kinds of papers measured in terms of citations?  Can Intermediate-Level Knowledge be generated by analyzing the currently available artefact-centered papers? To answer these research questions we first discuss several of the proposals for what constitutes intermediate-level knowledge, and argue that strong concepts as proposed by [36] are the most relevant when trying to determine what knowledge can be gained from artefact-centered papers. Thereafter, we describe how the literature review was carried out, including a stricter definition of what constitutes an artefact-centered paper, followed by a results section in which we aim to give the answers to our three research questions. The main contribution of this paper is an opening up of the debate on how we can help the CCI field to maturate, for example by looking at the potential to generate strong concepts or other kinds of Intermediate-Level Knowledge.
INTERMEDIATE-LEVEL KNOWLEDGE
According to Höök and Löwgren [36] "In the HCI field, the dominant approach to knowledge construction is to design innovative interaction schemes and to evaluate them empirically through more or less rigorous use studies." This can then be seen has having two major aims (i) to present the actual artefacts developed and (ii) to contribute to a more general understanding of HCI. Our assumption is that the same reasoning can be applied to CCI being a subfield of HCI. Further, Höök and Löwgren argue that HCI research mainly produces knowledge at the level of instances and theories as illustrated in Figure 1 . Artefact-centered papers can be said to present instances, which may or may not be based on theories. However, the idea behind the notion of intermediate-level knowledge is that the space in-between the instances and the theories is non-empty and can be filled with knowledge constructs that are more general than the particular instances but have a different scope and purpose than general level theories [35, 36, 42] . Some examples are Patterns, Guidelines, Methods and Tools, Strong Concepts, Bridging Concepts, and Annotated Portfolios. While guidelines and methods are well-established notions within both HCI and CCI, other intermediate-level knowledge forms like strong and bridging concepts were introduced rather recently. We therefore provide an overview of Strong concepts, Bridging concepts and Annotated portfolios since they are the most relevant forms of intermediate-level knowledge for approaching our third research question.
Strong Concepts
According to Höök and Löwgren, strong concepts are design elements abstracted beyond particular instances, which have a generative potential. A strong concept has the following characteristics [36] :
 "It concerns the dynamic gestalt of an interaction design, that is, its interactive behavior rather than its static appearance.
 It resides at the interface between technology and people. It is a design element, a potential part of an artifact, and at the same time, it speaks of a use practice and behavior unfolding over time.
 It carries a core design idea which has the potential to cut across particular use situations and perhaps even application domains.
 It resides on an abstraction level above particular instances, which means that it can be realized in many different ways when it comes to interface detailing." The canonical example of a strong concept is Social Navigation [36] based on the observation that we tend to follow the behavior of others and that this can be used to guide navigation. The construction of strong concepts begins from an instance (or possibly several related instances) by identifying the elements or principles in the instance that could be of value in other design situations within the same genre or domain as the original instance, or transgressing genre/domain boundaries, depending on the abstraction level of the strong concept identified. Artefact-centered papers could thus potentially contain the basis for one or more strong concepts. However, in order to show that strong concepts are contestable and defensible they should be horizontally and vertically grounded. Horizontal grounding means that the concept is related to similar concepts, focusing on similarities and differences that can help to understand the range of applicability of the strong concept. Vertical grounding means that the concept is connected to other instances, and/or to relevant theories. Finally, strong concepts need to have generative power.
Bridging Concepts
Bridging concepts [14] are rather similar to strong concepts. The main difference is that while the construction of a strong concept typically starts out from one or more particular instances, a bridging concept can alternatively have its origins in general theory rather than in particular instances.
Bridging concepts reside between abstract theory and design practice, and are distinguished by their ability to facilitate exchange between them. Bridging concepts have three defining constituents; a theoretical foundation, a set of design articulations and a range of instances that demonstrate the scope and potential of their application. One example of a bridging concept is Peepholes, meaning interactive artefacts that provide a limited view into a large space [14] , and play on the tension between what is hidden and what is revealed. The theoretical grounding of peepholes builds upon pragmatist philosophy, while design articulations are demonstrated in several cases, e.g. Drift Table [27] , Hydroscopes [14] , UFOscope [21] , see Fig 2a and 2b . Another example of a bridging concept is 'affordances', which is well-established in HCI and also holds a strong theoretical grounding. Annotated portfolios are an approach to communicate design research, introduced by Gaver and Bowers [25] . It is basically about gathering a range of design experiments and highlighting the most interesting aspects that run through them. What is often characteristic about the instances in an annotated portfolio is that they are interrelated and partly build on each other, or are different instances of the same concerns. Working with annotated portfolios can be more comfortable for some HCI researchers, rather than having to integrate their work with theoretical constructs that might not motivate or drive their work. An example is the annotated portfolio based on 10 years of work from the Goldsmiths interaction research studio [25] . Annotated portfolios can be a link between design practice and academic research and are located in the body of work in intermediary knowledge practices [42] .
The similarities and differences between the different forms of intermediate-level knowledge discussed previously are given in Table 1 
RESEARCH METHOD
To answer our research questions we performed an analysis of all full papers from the IDC conference from 2003 to 2016, 260 in total. For each paper, we first determined whether it was an artefact-centered paper or not. We defined an artefact-centered paper as follows:  The main object of discussion of the paper is a concrete functional artefact developed within a research project  The creators of the artefact have been involved in writing the paper.  The paper typically presents a background (including theories, previous work by others inspiring the design of the artefact etc.), design process (including userstudies, co-design activities, prototypes etc.), the actual artefact, a kind of evaluation, and optionally some generalizations in the form of recommendations or guidelines of directions for future work.
Examples of papers not belonging to this category are design and evaluation methods, pure user-studies, guidelines or heuristics, or papers only dealing with the initial stages of a design project.
In order to determine the clarity of our definition, two coders independently determined for all papers from 2004, 2009 and 2010 whether they were artefact-centered papers or not, by reading the abstracts, and when necessary the full texts. Cohen's kappa for those 49 papers was 0.70, which is satisfactory. Thereafter each paper was analyzed by at least two of the authors, and in case of disagreement, a third author also analyzed the paper and a decision was made after discussion. Papers that were particularly prone to disagreement were papers that described the design and evaluation of an artefact meant to be used with children to support the design process, such as the DisCo tool for asynchronous distributed child and adult design partners [66] . We decided not to classify such papers as artefactcentered papers.
To answer the second research question, we initially noted the number of citations to all papers as indicated in both Google Scholar and the ACM Digital Library. However, while doing this we found out that the number of citations in Google Scholar was generally just a factor higher than in the ACM library, but without showing a different tendency of the relative impact of each paper. Therefore, we decided to base our further analysis on the number of citations indicated in the ACM Digital Library only.
Finally, while all artefact-centered papers can potentially contain strong concepts, we reasoned that artefact-centered papers with unusually many citations would be the strongest candidates to start searching for such concepts. In order to determine which papers had an unusually high number of citations, we first determined the mean and the standard deviation of the number of citations according to the ACM Digital Library for each year. Using these numbers we selected all artefact-centered papers that were cited more often than 1 standard deviation above the mean number of citations for the year it was published. Papers from the 2015 and 2016 conferences were excluded from this analysis since only very few citations were available yet. This procedure resulted in fourteen papers. Each of these papers was then read in detail by one of the authors who noted down in what way the paper was referred to by the citing papers by gathering the abstracts as well as the sentences explicitly referring to the artefact-centered paper. For each paper the analyzing author described a potential strong concept. After this analysis, the authors shared their lists of potential strong concepts and discussed whether there were any overlaps in possible strong concepts between the papers, which would underscore their importance even more. Based on this discussion we chose three possible strong concepts that covered several of the papers, and tried to apply both vertical and horizontal grounding for each of them. The decision to describe only three strong concepts was mainly based on page limitations for this paper, in relation to the need to describe each concept in enough detail.
RESULTS

Percentage of artefact-centered papers
Our first research question was whether it is true that a large part of the papers presented at the IDC conference are artefact-centered. Our analysis of all papers gave the results presented in Figure 3 . Overall, the percentage of artefact-centered papers was 42%, which shows that a significant part of all papers at the IDC conference indeed focuses on a particular artefact, rather than on more general design knowledge. This is in line with a study by Jensen and Skov [39] that found that much of the research on the design of children's technologies focused on evaluating or engineering purposes, presenting a design solution followed by an evaluation. It is also in line with the finding by Yarosh, et al. [71] , that 43% of the papers in the IDC conferences from 2002 to 2010 focused on the design (and often the evaluation) of a novel system for children. Interestingly, while they saw a strong trend towards an increase of this kind of papers in the later years of the conference, our analysis does not indicate that this trend has continued. For the years 2011-2016 the percentage actually decreased to 40%. This may indicate that the field is starting to focus more on intermediate-level forms of knowledge.
Impact of artefact-centered papers
Our second research question focused on the relative impact of the artefact-centered papers. Our hypothesis was that such papers are generally cited less often than other kinds of papers due to their specific scope. An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the number of citations for artefact-centered papers and other kinds of papers. There was indeed a significant difference in the scores for artefactcentered papers (M=7.9, SD=9.6) and other papers (M=11. By reading the papers, and the papers that cited them we tried to determine if there were any strong concepts that we could describe. In the following paragraphs we will give three examples of such potential strong concepts; Head-up gaming, Remote sensing and Collaborative storytelling. In order to show that these strong concepts have the potential to be contestable, defensible and substantive we describe their novelty as a concept (contestability) and provide some first steps towards vertical and horizontal grounding (defensibility). Thereafter, we provide an example of how those three concepts could be generative. Note that the particular examples do not aim to cover all intermediatelevel knowledge or strong concepts that can be found in the fourteen papers mentioned above. Rather, they show that there is something to gain from revisiting the papers that are already out there.
Head-up Gaming
One re-occurring theme in several of the papers we analyzed is gaming where several children together perform tasks moving around 'in the wild'. Some of these are based on the use of standard mobile devices but one can discern a different strand based on the idea of 'heads up' rather than 'heads down'. Following [63] we refer to this as Head-up gaming. Head-up gaming is defined as the employment of multiplayer games that use simple and reliable technologies that are easy to bring along and play with anywhere, anytime. The purpose is to involve children in rich social interactions and physical outdoors activity. The virtual worlds in these games are imagined rather than visualized using sensors to sense motion, proximity or contact. Social interactions are based on spoken language or body language. Camelot [67] can be seen as the first example of a head-up game and the term was coined by the developers of this game in a later paper [63] .
Horizontal grounding: Related concepts are exergaming, intelligent playgrounds, pervasive gaming and persuasive gaming. Exergaming is a term used for video games that are also a form of exercise [8] . Popular examples are Dance Dance Revolution and Wii Fit. An important difference between exergaming and head-up gaming is that the latter is more focused on outdoor use. Intelligent playgrounds [64] are environments with interactive objects that react to the interaction with children and actively encourage children to play. It shares some of the objectives of head-up gaming by stimulating children to move and interact socially. However, a difference is that intelligent playgrounds are locationbased, while head-up gaming is location-independent. Pervasive gaming [43] also transfers gaming experiences out into the physical world by mixing technologies with players‫׳‬ real environments, but the aims for doing so are not necessarily social interaction or physical activity. Head-up gaming thus has an explicit goal which is similar to persuasive gaming. Finally, persuasive gaming practices combine the dissemination of information with attempts to engage players in particular behaviors and attitudes (http://persuasivegaming.nl/). However, those behaviors and attitudes are not necessarily of a social or physical nature.
Vertical grounding:
There are several instances that use this concept in research prototypes, such as Heartbeat, a gaming platform that uses biofeedback [44] and Stop the Bomb [33] . A commercial product for head-up games is Swinx (http://www.swinx.com), which is a game console focusing on active outdoor and indoor games. While we have not been able to find any references to particular theories underpinning head-up gaming, one of the citing papers [13] refers to Place Attachments, which contributes to the establishment of identity, sense of belonging and overall well-being of children. Place Attachment [12] is based on psychoanalytic theory, which has considered the role of places and things within their social context; environmental autobiography, which has evaluated places saved through the sieve of memory; behavior mapping, which has observed where children and adolescents congregate; and favorite place analyses, which have explored the reasons for their preferences. Bakker et al. [4] have also developed an observation scheme for the evaluation of head-up games, determining physical activity, focus, and social interaction between the players.
Remote Sensing
In a science context remote sensing is the science of obtaining information about objects or areas from a distance.
Inspired by this and a large amount of work related to communication, awareness and presence we suggest the strong concept Remote sensing, where one can make a connection through various senses and media to a remotely located person. The typical scenario investigated in the CCI field is communication between children and remote parents or other close relatives. Indeed, a review of family and design in IDC and HCI found that Distant Family Communication was one of the most common themes at the IDC conference [38] . In terms of our literature review remote sensing has its basis in the particular instances ShareTable [70] and Huggy Pajama [65] .
The core design idea in remote sensing is to create artefacts to share sensory impressions or transfer tactile expressions from one person to another to strengthen feelings of connectedness between participants. While it can target any sense, the most common senses are sight, hearing and touch. Remote sensing differs from standard written communication or video conferencing through its focus on creating an experience that can be shared by the participants using complementary or additional means of communication in a shared space, place, activity, or feeling.
Horizontal grounding: There are two major strands of work in CCI related to remote sensing: (i) systems related to supporting sensing through the use of audio and video and (ii) systems taking a tangible and tactile approach supporting sense like touch, heat and pressure. Remote sensing can also be synchronous or asynchronous.
Remote sensing has connections to work in Computer Supported Cooperative Work aimed mostly at supporting distance collaboration. Common technologies in this area are tabletops, video and audio. An important notion in this area is to allow co-workers located in separate places to work together on a shared object of some kind [37] . Remote sensing also has connections to work in tangible interaction and ubiquitous computing where significant effort has gone into experimenting with various kinds of input devices and actuators and where there are many examples of ambient displays aimed at communication using other modes than verbal, e.g. by using interactive pillows to strengthen connectedness [48] . Thus, there exists quite a lot of work on different techniques and approaches that can be used to realize remote sensing. Finally, remote sensing has ties to work on e.g. mediated intimacy and supporting long distance relations carried out within HCI [32, 45, 49] .
Vertical grounding: In CCI remote sensing has mostly been applied to strengthen the bond between family members living apart. The importance of parents being involved more or less daily in their children's lives and effects on educational achievements has been observed by for instance [17] . At the same time it has been observed that children have a hard time keeping focused when phone or video chat is used for communication [69] . In the area of CCI mediated intimacy in families has been investigated by Dalsgaard et al [15] . An attempt at creating a general framework for telepresence can be found in [31] . While we cannot say that we have found a specific theoretical base for remote sensing these examples illustrate areas that could be used for creating a more thorough theoretical grounding for the concept and support that there is a need for tools for remote connectedness and also for mediating activities which strengthen the bonds between parties by carrying out joint activities.
Remote sensing through touch and pressure can be found in instances such as Huggy Pajama, which aims to provide a feeling similar to a one-way hug, Bear-with-me [24] which expands this concepts to two-way communication, Kissenger [61] "a physical interface for transmitting a kiss between two remotely connected people" and InTouch [46] which expands remote story-telling with a tool for sharing touches and squeezes. While ShareTable is the most cited exemplar in CCI of a system based on using video for remote sensing, there are many variations. The defining feature of ShareTable is that users can share a common space. Related systems include Family Room [50] based on always-on video, Family Story play [54] , which combines an interactive book and a video connection, and Waazam [34] , which was designed to support video mediated creative play.
Collective Storytelling
Storytelling is likely to be as old as mankind, and tools supporting narrative activities form one of the dominating themes in the papers analyzed. In many cases the goal is to support children creating stories together and we have chosen to refer to this as Collective Storytelling.
Collective storytelling can be defined as the combination of cooperative technologies with storytelling in order to coordinate several authoring efforts. The authoring efforts can range from providing feedback and peer review to developing a narrative or story. The applications can support different creative media formats such as e.g. text, sketch, video, sound, and the supported interaction is collocated and/or remote, and can consist of serial and/or parallel storytelling. A collective storytelling activity facilitates social interaction, has shared expression forms and is beneficial for all participants.
Storytelling and the creation of narrative support children in shaping, and give structure and significance to the world around them. [58] . One basic quality of collective storytelling is enriched storytelling experiences, where both teller and listener can experience stories collaboratively. Another basic quality is the existence of a narrating tool that can support various types of stories, e.g., free play type storytelling where the focus is on story creation, more structured storytelling and sharing of the story. A third quality emerges in creating, sharing or performing stories collaboratively. Creating stories consists of both stimulating imagination and creating story elements together. Sharing is here understood as the possibility to present one's own ideas or build on others, and can take place throughout the process or more as presentations at the end. Performing stories can be through full body engagement or various forms of tangible interaction
An early example of a desktop computer application for collective storytelling for children was KidPad, created by Druin et al. in 1997 [20] . Later applications include more tangible and full-body interactions such as Storymat [60] , eCell for collaboration in school environments [10] , and mobile applications for collective storytelling in situ during field trips [53] .
Horizontal grounding: Related concepts are digital storytelling and interactive storytelling. Gillespie defined digital storytelling as a modern prototype of play [28] and interactive storytelling was first introduced by Bers et al. at the CHI conference [7] , based on work from 1990 and onward. Work has been done to create interactive storytelling tools to explore personal family narratives [19] , theatrical approaches to human-computer interaction [40] , traditional literary problems such as point of view and suspension of disbelief [47] , emotionally believable agentbased systems [5] , and emergent, dynamic, adaptive story creation [16] . Collective storytelling differs from interactive storytelling and digital storytelling in that it puts a focus on the enriched collective authoring experience.
Vertical grounding: Göttel [30] reviewed children's collaboration practices in digital storytelling environments, and found that collaboration and storytelling often appear together in CCI literature, promising to provide creative, social, imaginative, and fun aspects of learning. The instances range from coping with cardiac illness in a hospital setting to learning narration in a formal learning context, while most common are variations of story authoring tools [30] . One example is StoryMat [60] a soft intelligent play mat that records and recalls children's storytelling activities. Its fundamental function is to become a play space where children can collaboratively tell and listen to their own stories. The Klump is a collaborative tool based around an amorphous 3D object that can be stretched, textured and colored and that makes sounds as it changes and is manipulated is one of several examples in [6] . The CBC4Kids' StoryBuilder is a website designed for children ages 8-10 years that enables online collaborative structured writing and provides the child with a collection of settings and images to use in a comic-book style [1] . Göttel [30] recommends to better meet the benefits of traditional storytelling by providing authoring tools that support children's collaboration practices to create, share, and perform stories.
Technologies for collective storytelling are generally based on constructivist theory and experiential learning [52] and constructionism learning theory e.g. [51] . Situated learning theory is also relevant for collective storytelling [10] , as well as collective behavior theory and creativity as a process of combining past experiences and reality [68] .
Generative power of the strong concepts
The main motivation for working with strong concepts is that they can function as an intermediary knowledge form with a generative power. That is, when we are faced with a new design challenge we can turn to the existing catalogue of strong concepts and use them as a starting point for design. The grounding behind the concept as well as the example applications of the concept by others also give possibilities to function both as inspiration and reference. Although we do not claim to know whether the three examples of strong concepts described here have generative power, we do think they could have been useful for our own work. We have been running a project where the design challenge became to design for helping children to develop their collaborative skills. The solutions we are currently working on are based around the idea of collaborative games using forced interaction and a combination of several mobile devices. This particular focus evolved over time but was not based on any form of intermediary-level knowledge. However, we do think that training of collaborative skills through Collective Storytelling would have been a very sensible alternative path, offering us a new way to look at collaboration. A lot of the existing work forming the basis for the concept already points in this direction and a developed Collective Storytelling concept would have provided both design inspiration and theoretical grounding. The generative power of the strong concepts does not predict a certain outcome or successful design, but points to a likely combination of use behavior and dynamic gestalt that might guide design. In our case, if there would have existed more intermediary knowledge, we would have had a larger set of potential starting points and inputs for our project.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
In this paper we have shown that currently, a large part of the papers at the IDC conference describe a particular instance of a technology for children, and that such papers generally are cited slightly less frequently. We have therefore argued that the IDC community is in need of intermediate-level knowledge, and that one possible approach to generate this kind of knowledge is to define strong concepts and we have made a first attempt to create this kind of knowledge by looking for strong concepts in artefact-centered papers that have received an unusually high number of citations. By identifying 14 candidate papers and reading all citing papers we have identified three examples of potential strong concepts: Head-up gaming, collective storytelling, and remote sensing. We have tried to describe the vertical and horizontal grounding for those strong concepts, and we think they have the potential to have generative power. However, we do not claim that the suggested concepts in this paper represent all possible strong concepts that can be found through an analysis of the given material for CCI or that the vertical and horizontal grounding we have performed is perfect. Grounding requires a deep and broad knowledge of related concepts, instances and theories, which we probably do not completely possess. There are several other ways to uncover strong concepts that we have not explored in this paper. It is possible that a larger set of papers that only have very few citations each, could contain a strong concept. This would require a collective effort to go through all papers and possibly create annotated portfolios, which could serve as tool for identifying common ideas and patterns, for several related artefacts. Second, it could also be useful to determine whether strong concepts defined within the HCI field at large are applicable for the CCI field, or whether they need to be adapted. Third, we are aware that given the tentative trend of declining numbers of artefact-centered papers in recent years, researchers may have already started to define some strong concepts in the CCI field. Since we have only analyzed artefact-centered papers, we might have missed those strong concepts in the other kinds of papers.
All in all, we argue that we have shown that there is both a need for intermediate level knowledge as well as a potential to create this kind of knowledge, for example in the form of strong concepts. We invite the CCI community to participate in efforts to make the field more mature by organizing forums for this kind of analytical work, for example in the form of workshops at the IDC conference, dedicated paper sessions on this topic, and/or a wiki.
